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DETAILED ACTION 



Priority 

Receipt of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d) is acknowledged. The 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 1 and 2 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the claims contain the designations "ET (see Claim 1 , Line 3) and "£2" (see 
Claim 1 , Line 6). These designations should be amended to recite the inventive 
elements they represent. In the examiner's opinion, "E1" represents 
"incomplete date-related citations" and "E2" represents "complete date-related 
citations." 

Claims 1, 3, 4 and 6-8 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the claims contain reference numbers within parentheses that refer to elements 
in the drawings. The examiner requests that Applicant delete the reference 
numbers and the parentheses. 

Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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• the phrase "monitoring the occurrence of incomplete date-related citations" in 
Line 3 should be amended because no "occurrence of incomplete date-related 
citations" is previously mentioned in the claims. 

Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the phrase "the number of links found between documents E1 and E2, 
respectively in Line 6 should be amended because the inventive elements "E1" 
and "E2" do not refer to documents. Rather, as indicated in the above 
discussion, "E1" represents "incomplete date-related citations" and "E2" 
represents "complete date-related citations." Also, inclusion of the term 
"respectively" in this limitation makes no sense whatsoever. 

Claim 3 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the claim does not correspond to Claim 1 . For example, Claim 3 recites "a 
completed date" (see Line 2 - only a single "completed date"), whereas Claim 1 
recites "completing . . . said date-related citations" (Line 7 - multiple "completed 
dates"). Also, the second phrase of the claim is awkwardly worded. Applicant 
may amend the claim to — The method according to claim 1 , further comprising 
the step of creating (480) an index from [[a]] the completed dates, wherein the 
index is usable for selectively storing and/or searching for said document (§). — . 



Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
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• the Latin phrase "e.g." in Line 2 should be amended to — such as — so that the 
claim reads entirely in English. 

Claims 5-6 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the phrase "the preceding in Line 1 should be deleted so that Claims 5-6 
correspond with the other dependent claims. 

Claim 8 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the phrase "exposing to the user" in Lines 1-2 should be amended because no 
"user" is previously mentioned in the claims. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Claim 2: 

This claim recites a "rule is used which is based on: 
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• the number of links found between documents E1 and E2, respectively (see 
Line 6), 

• the level of compatibility between E1 and E2 (see Line 7), 

• the reliability and usefulness of E2's source for providing time indications 
useful for automatic completion (see Lines 10-11), and 

• the relevance of E2 within its document (see Line 1 2). 

These limitations are essentially abstract ideas for building rules to complete an 
incomplete date in a text document because the Specification provides no guidance or 
direction for a computer programmer to write a software program that meets these 
conditions. Stated differently, the Specification does not describe: 

• how the "number of links" between the citations is determined; 

• how the "level of compatibility" between the citations is determined; 

• how the "reliability" and the "usefulness" of the source of the completed date is 
determined; and 

• how the "relevance" of the completed date is determined, respectively. 
To meet the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 101 , a claim must recite a useful, 

concrete and tangible result. These limitations describe a result that is not "concrete" 
because the result is not "assured" and "repeatable" as recited in the limitations. In 
other words, the result of the invention recited in Claim 2 may vary because neither the 
limitations nor the Specification describe how each of the factors recited in the claim are 
determined. As such, the result is "abstract" in that the limitations recite abstract ideas 
for building rules to complete an incomplete date in a text document. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 
Claim 2: 

This claim recites a 11 rule is used which is based on: 

• the number of links found between documents E1 and E2, respectively (see 
Line 6), 

• the level of compatibility between E1 and E2 (see Line 7), 

• the reliability and usefulness of E2's source for providing time indications 
useful for automatic completion (see Lines 1 0-1 1 ), and 

• the relevance ofE2 within its document (see Line 12). 

These limitations are not described in the Specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and/or use the invention in that the Specification does not describe: 

• how the "number of links" between the citations is determined; 

• how the "level of compatibility" between the citations is determined; 
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• how the "reliability" and the "usefulness" of the source of the completed date is 
determined; and 

• how the "relevance" of the completed date is determined, respectively. 
These limitations are extremely broad and the Specification provides no 

guidance or direction for a computer programmer to write a software program that 
meets these conditions. As such, as indicated in the above 101 rejection, the limitations 
recite abstract ideas for building rules to complete an incomplete date in a text 
document. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
Claims 1-11: 

Claim 1 recites: 

• monitoring the occurrence of incomplete date-related citations E1, in particular 
the citation of a date, within the text information (Lines 3-4); 

• completing said incomplete citation E1 by aid of date indications E2 (Line 6); 
and 
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• automatically completing ( 130, .. 190) said date-related citations by a 
supplemental date specification (Lines 7-8). 
These limitations are indefinite because the interrelationship between the "completion" 
of the "incomplete citation" (recited in Line 6) and the "automatic completion" of the 
"date-related citations" (recited in Lines 7-8) is unclear. 

It appears that one of the "date-related citations" is completed by "aid of date 
indications" (Line 6). However, the claim subsequently recites that other "date-related 
citations" are automatically completed by a "supplemental date specification" (Lines 7- 
8). How does the "incomplete citation" (Line 6) relate to the "date-related citations" 
(Line 7)? 

It appears that the "incomplete citation" is one of the "date-related citations." If 
so, then how/why is it singled out for completion by the aid of date indications? Is the 
"incomplete citation" singled out and completed so that it can be subsequently used in 
the automatic completion of the remaining "date-related citations?" If so, then the claim 
is missing the step in which this relationship between the "incomplete citation" and the 
"date-related citations" is established. If not, then Step b) and Step c) of Claim 1 should 
be combined into a single step. 

For purposes of examination, the examiner will simply assume that all 
"incomplete citations" are automatically completed using "supplemental date 
specifications" (see Lines 8-9). 
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Additionally, the phrase "in particular the citation of a date" (Lines 3-4) is 
indefinite because it is unclear whether the limitations following the phrase are part of 
the claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

For purposes of examination, the examiner will assume that the "date-related 
citations" are not limited only to dates. 

Applicant must amend the claim to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which Applicant regards as the invention. If Applicant has questions 
regarding this rejection, then Applicant is encouraged to call the examiner for further 
explanation so as to efficiently further prosecution of the application. 

For Applicant's convenience, the examiner submits the following proposed 
amendment for Claim 1 . This amendment will obviate all objections and rejections 
previously set forth in the above discussion. 

1 . (currently amended) A method for processing a document comprising text 
informat i on , comprising the steps of: 

• mon i tor i ng detecting th e occurronco of incomplete date-related citations E1, i n 
part i cular th e citat i on of a date, within the text i nformat i on, of the document: 

• completing said the incomplete citations E4 by a i d of dato i nd i cat i ons E2, [[delete 
indentation]] automatically completing said dato rolatod the incomplete citations 
by through use of a supplemental date specification^,]] by applying either one or 
more of: 
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o a set of predetermined completing rules that establishi ng for a given 
i ncomp le t e citation E1 prioritizing relationships between the incomplete 
citations and other date-related citations E2- within the text i nformat i on of 
the same document, 
o prior art text mining technology procedures, or 
o using context meta information from outside the document. 

Applicant should note that this proposed amendment will not overcome the prior 
art rejections that follow in the discussion below. 

Claim 4: 

The claim recites "providing an index for different kinds of meta information e.g." 
(see Lines 1-2). This limitation is indefinite because it is unclear whether the limitations 
following the "e.g." are part of the claimed invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



Application/Control Number: 10/682,400 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2176 

Claims 1-7 and 9-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Microsoft Word 2000, © 1999 (hereinafter, MS Word). 
Claim 1: 

MS Word discloses a method for processing a document comprising text 
information (see Pages 1-3 - MS Word discloses this limitation in that it is a word 
processor that processes text documents), comprising the steps of: 

• monitoring the occurrence of incomplete date-related citations E1, in particular 
the citation of a date, within the text information (see Pages 1-3 - MS Word 
discloses this limitation in that it detects when a user is typing a date into a 
document); 

• completing said incomplete citation E1 by aid of date indications E2 (see Pages 
1-3 - MS Word discloses this limitation in that, when it detects that the user is 
typing a date into the document, it completes the date by inserting the full current 
date into the document when the user presses the "Enter" button); and 

• automatically completing said date-related citations by a supplemental date 
specification (see Pages 1-3 - MS Word discloses this limitation in that, when it 
detects that the user is typing a date into the document, it completes the date by 
inserting the full current date into the document when the user presses the 
"Enter" button), by applying either one or more of: 

o a set of predetermined completing rules establishing for a given 

incomplete citation E1 prioritizing relationships between other date-related 
citations E2 within the text information of the same document, 
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o prior art text mining technology procedures (see Pages 1 -3 - MS Word 
discloses this limitation in that it uses parsing techniques to search the 
document), or 

o using context meta information from outside the document (see Pages 1-3 
- MS Word discloses this limitation in that, when it detects that the user is 
typing a date into the document, it completes the date by inserting the full 
current date into the document when the user presses the "Enter" button. 
To insert the date, MS Word accesses the current date via the operating 
system.). 

Claim 2: 

MS Word discloses the method according to Claim 1, in which a rule is used 
which is based on one or more of: 

• the determination of word/token/topic transitions as a measure for a distance 
between E1 and E2, 

• the number of date expressions between E1 and E2, 

• the number of links found between documents E1 and E2, respectively, 

• the level of compatibility between E1 and E2 (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION: 
The examiner notes that this limitation is extremely broad in that it does not 
indicate how the "level of compatibility" between E1 and E2 is determined. This 
broad limitation reads on any rule that compares an "incomplete date-related 
citation" to another "date-related" component. In MS Word: see Pages 1 -3 - MS 



Application/Control Number: 10/682,400 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2176 

Word discloses this limitation in that it compares the incomplete date to the 
current date in the operating system.), 

• the confidence level associated with E2, if E2 has been obtained by automatic 
completion, 

• the reliability and usefulness of E2's source for providing time indications useful 
for automatic completion (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION: The examiner 
notes that this limitation is extremely broad in that it does not indicate how the 
"reliability" and "usefulness" of E2's source is determined. This broad limitation 
reads on any "source" that is "useful." In MS Word: see Pages 1-3 - MS Word 
discloses this limitation in that the operating system, from which the current date 
is obtained, is "reliable" and "useful."), 

• the relevance of E2 within its document. 



Claim 3: 

MS Word discloses the method according to Claim 1, further comprising the step 

of: 

• creating an index from a completed date, usable for selectively storing and/or 
searching said document (MS Word discloses this limitation in that, when the 
creation date of the document coincides with the "completed date," it is "usable" 
for the purpose of storing the document in a folder system and allowing the 
document to be searched within the folder system). 
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Claim 4: 

MS Word discloses toe method according to Claim 3, further comprising the step 
of providing an index for different kinds ofmeta information, e.g.: 

• the date of publishing the document, or 

• the date of processing the document, or 

• the date of creating the document (MS Word discloses this limitation in that the 
folder system is based upon when a document was created and last accessed). 

Claim 5: 

MS Word discloses the method according to Claim 4, in which the index 
comprises a canonical representation of said date (MS Word discloses this limitation in 
that the dates for corresponding documents within the folder system are set in a 
standard format). 

Claim 6: 

MS Word discloses the method according to Claim 4, further comprising the step 

of: 

• transforming a completed date specification into a canonical format (as indicated 
in the above discussion, MS Word discloses this limitation in that the dates for 
corresponding documents within the folder system are set in a standard format). 
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Claim 7: 

MS Word discloses toe method according to Claim 4, further comprising the step 

of: 

• providing a user interface means for specifying a search for documents by 
means of said indexes (MS Word discloses this limitation in that the folder 
system provides a user interface to allowing the user to search for documents 
within the folder system). 

Claims 9-11: 

Claim 9 recites a "computer system" that performs the method recited in Claim 1. 
Claims 10-11 recite "computer software" that performs the method recited in Claim 1. 
MS Word runs on a computer system and uses computer software for completing 
incomplete dates within a document. Thus, MS Word discloses every limitation of 
Claims 9-1 1 , as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 1 . 

Claims 1, 2 and 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Supnik, Paul D., "Citation programs check your cites and generate alphabetized and 
formatted tables of authorities" in Los Angeles Lawyer Magazine, © June, 1989 
(hereinafter, CiteRite/Full Authority). 
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Claim 1: 

CiteRite/Full Authority discloses a method for processing a document comprising 
text information (see Pages 1-5 - CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in that it 
analyzes text documents created using a word processor), comprising the steps of: 

• monitoring the occurrence of incomplete date-related citations E1, in particular 
the citation of a date, within the text information (see Pages 1-5 - CiteRite/Full 
Authority discloses this limitation in that it analyzes legal citations within the text 
documents and detects when a word within the citation was improperly 
abbreviated. CiteRite/Full Authority also detects when a word should have been 
underlined and was not.); 

• completing said incomplete citation E1 by aid of date indications E2 (see Pages 
1-5 - CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in that it automatically 
expands the words that were improperly abbreviated and automatically 
underlines the words that were not underlined); and 

• automatically completing said date-related citations by a supplemental date 
specification (see Pages 1-5 - CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in 
that it automatically expands the words that were improperly abbreviated and 
automatically underlines the words that were not underlined), by applying either 
one or more of: 

o a set of predetermined completing rules establishing for a given 

incomplete citation E1 prioritizing relationships between other date-related 
citations E2 within the text information of the same document, 
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o prior art text mining technology procedures (see Pages 1 -5 - CiteRite/Full 
' Authority discloses this limitation in that it uses parsing techniques to 

search the text documents), or 
o using context meta information from outside the document (see Pages 1 -5 

- CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in that it makes the 

automatic corrections based on either the Blue Book format or the 

California citation format). 

Claim 2: 

CiteRite/Full Authority discloses the method according to Claim 1, in which a rule 
is used which is based on one or more of: 

• the determination of word/token/topic transitions as a measure for a distance 
between E1 and E2, 

• the number of date expressions between El and E2, 

• the number of links found between documents E 1 and E2, respectively, 

• the level of compatibility between E1 and E2 (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION: 
The examiner notes that this limitation is extremely broad in that it does not 
indicate how the "level of compatibility" between E1 and E2 is determined. This 
broad limitation reads on any rule that compares an "incomplete date-related 
citation" to another "date-related" component. In CiteRite/Full Authority: see 
Pages 1-5 - CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in that it compares the 
incomplete "date-related citation" to a listing of possible incorrect "date-related 
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citations," locates the incomplete "date-related citation," and obtains the 
correction for the incomplete "date-related citation." To perform these functions, 
CiteRite/Full Authority determines a "level of compatibility between the 
incomplete "date-related citation" and the correction for the incomplete "date- 
related citation."), 

• the confidence level associated with E2, if E2 has been obtained by automatic 
completion, 

• the reliability and usefulness of E2's source for providing time indications useful 
for automatic completion (EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION: The examiner 
notes that this limitation is extremely broad in that it does not indicate how the 
"reliability" and "usefulness" of E2's source is determined. This broad limitation 
reads on any "source" that is "useful." In CiteRite/Full Authority: see Pages 1-5 
- CiteRite/Full Authority discloses this limitation in that the computer resource 
containing the correction for the incomplete "date-related citation" is "useful."), 

• the relevance of E2 within its document. 

Claims 9-11: 

Claim 9 recites a "computer system" that performs the method recited in Claim 1 . 
Claims 10-11 recite "computer software" that performs the method recited in Claim 1. 
CiteRite/Full Authority runs on a computer system and uses computer software for 
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completing incomplete dates within a document. Thus, CiteRite/Full Authority discloses 
every limitation of Claims 9-1 1 , as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 1 . 



Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 8 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. Also, all 1 12 rejections must be obviated. 
Claim 8: 

The closest prior art is MS Word, CiteRite/Full Authority and Keiser. 

The disclosures of MS Word and CiteRite/Full Authority are discussed in the 
above rejections and will not be repeated here. MS Word and CiteRite/Full Authority 
fails to disclose "exposing to the user one or more possible date specifications, each 
accompanied by a confidence value," as recited in Claim 8. 

Keiser discloses a process for associating scheduling data with electronic 
documents, wherein the user builds a schedule of events and subsequently accesses 
electronic documents. As the user accesses the electronic documents, the process 
compares dates on which the user accesses the documents to the dates in the 
schedule of events. If any of the dates match, then the corresponding document and 
scheduled event are associated. This association, which can be executed automatically 
or through confirmation by the user, facilitates search and retrieval of the documents. 
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The prior art fails to disclose or suggest the combination of elements recited in 
Claim 8. Specifically, the prior art fails to disclose or suggest detecting incomplete date- 
related citations within the text of a document; automatically completing the incomplete 
citations through use of a supplemental date specification by applying: 1 ) a set of 
predetermined completing rules that establish prioritizing relationships between the 
incomplete citations and other date-related citations within the text of the document, 2) 
prior art text mining technology procedures, or 3) context meta information from outside 
the document; and presenting to the user one or more possible date specifications for 
use in completing the incomplete date, wherein a confidence value is indicated for each 
possible date specification. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: Coffman et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 
2004/0215467; Keiser, U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0138477; 
Heinemann et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,882,986; and CheckCite 4.0 for Windows. The 
Definitive Citation Checker User Manual . Chapter 2 - "What CheckCite Can Do" (© 
1994). 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Doug Hutton whose telephone number is 571-272-4137. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
2100. 



WDH 

January 3, 2006 




DOUG HUTTON 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
TECH CENTER 2100 



